Background {#Sec1}
==========

Despite declines in under-five mortality in Rwanda and globally, neonatal mortality remains high \[[@CR1]\]. Contributors to neonatal mortality include poor coverage and quality delivery of evidence-based interventions known to improve maternal and newborn outcomes \[[@CR2]\]. To date, approaches to improve delivery of these interventions have included improving individual provider skills through mentoring and skills-training; health systems strengthening to ensure availability of essential equipment; and quality improvement (QI) interventions, such as learning collaboratives, to drive system change \[[@CR3], [@CR4]\].

A learning collaborative brings together QI teams from healthcare facilities to seek improvement in a focused topic area through QI methods and peer learning \[[@CR5]\]. Collaboratives often create change packages, collections of high impact change ideas tested during a collaborative, which are used to accelerate quality improvement by spreading potential solutions to common challenges \[[@CR6]--[@CR11]\]. The change package includes change concepts, grouping of similar change ideas into a broader conceptual categories \[[@CR12]\].

Building on previous success of mentoring and learning collaboratives \[[@CR11], [@CR13]\], the Rwanda Ministry of Health (MOH) in partnership with Partners In Health (PIH), a US-based non-governmental organization, designed and implemented the All Babies Count Initiative (ABC) in 2013. ABC was an 18-month district-wide QI learning collaborative and mentorship effort designed to reduce neonatal mortality by improving health system performance and individual provider behavior to prevent newborn death.

ABC was implemented in two rural Rwandan districts which have been supported by the MOH-PIH partnership since 2005, with additional work starting in 2009 through a health systems strengthening project funded through the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Africa Health Initiative \[[@CR14]\]. The two districts serve a catchment population of approximately half a million and included 24 nurse-led health centers and two district hospitals at the start of ABC \[[@CR15]\].

This paper reviews the implementation process and implementation outcomes of the ABC initiative including feasibility and fidelity, acceptability, self-reported changes in health care worker (HCW) attitudes and practice of QI, QI project implementation and the resulting change package.

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

The ABC intervention {#Sec3}
--------------------

ABC had three primary components. First, based on routine facility data on infrastructure and supplies, baseline gaps in essential neonatal care medical equipment were identified, and essential equipment was provided to close critical needs \[[@CR16]\]. Second, utilizing PIH and MOH staff, ABC provided targeted clinical skills training on national neonatal care protocols which included essential newborn care, neonatal resuscitation (using Helping Babies Breathe); and advanced neonatal care for hospital staff. Third, these components were supported by a district-wide 18-month Learning Collaborative organized by ABC mentors with integrated onsite clinical and QI mentorship to improve HCW skills and support system-level QI projects in neonatal and maternal care. Additional program description details can be found elsewhere \[[@CR17]\].

The learning collaboratives included four learning sessions during the active collaborative and a final "Harvest Session". Between the learning sessions, facilities were visited monthly by an ABC mentor who provided individual clinical and team QI mentorship to support improvement in clinical care delivery and in QI project implementation to address identified gaps in the core processes of maternal/newborn health \[antenatal care (ANC), delivery management, and postnatal care (PNC)\]. ABC mentors were experienced nurses in neonatal care delivery with additional training *PIH Pediatric Program Director* in QI methods, learning collaborative facilitation, data collection and analysis and coaching. To facilitate sustainability, mentoring visits were conducted jointly with existing, district-based MOH mentors whenever possible.

QI teams were formed at each facility, composed of 3--4 strategic team members, usually including a maternity, antenatal, or neonatal charge nurse, the community health officer, and the facility data manager. QI teams were supported to review their performance in eight core indicators and develop QI projects based on the results. QI projects were designed to test specific interventions (change ideas), using standard "Plan, Do, Study, Act" (PDSA) cycles based on the Model for Improvement \[[@CR18]\].

Core learning collaborative indicators were chosen through a combination of literature review, expert consultation and review of data available in the Rwandan National Health Management Information System (HMIS) (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}).Table 1ABC Learning Collaborative Core IndicatorsCare DomainABC Learning Collaborative IndicatorsData SourceAntenatal carePercent of women completing four standard antenatal care visits (ANC)HMIS^a^DeliveryNumber of babies with birth asphyxiaHMISPercent of preterm births in which women received antenatal steroidsnon-HMISPercent of prolonged rupture of membranes in which women received antibioticsnon-HMISPercent of births at which a skilled birth attendant was availableHMISTime to cesarean section (hospital only)non-HMISPostnatal carePercent of infants receiving immediate skin-to-skinHMISPercent of infants checked for danger signs within 24 h of deliveryHMIS^a^ *HMIS* Health Management Information System

Core indicators included those available from routinely reported data (HMIS) and ones which required review of facility registers (non-HMIS). Non-HMIS indicators were extracted from registers by the mentors and facility QI teams. HMIS indicators were extracted from existing reports with data validation done with facility QI teams by comparing HMIS reports with facility registers. Indicators were collected retrospectively at baseline (minimum 3 months prior to QI project start for non-HMIS indicators and 6 months for HMIS indicators) and monthly during the 18-month implementation. Data were entered into excel databases for review with facility teams, programmatic monitoring and QI activity tracking. A change package for the three care domains of ABC was created at the end of the collaborative based on quantitative and qualitative data collected from the QI projects and participants.

Data sources {#Sec4}
------------

### Collaborative implementation {#Sec5}

Implementation data were collected using routine program monitoring tools. These data included: learning session attendance, duration, and frequency; mentor visit content and frequency; and QI team characteristics.

### Healthcare worker attitudes and practice of quality improvement {#Sec6}

Participant surveys were completed before the first learning session and after the Harvest Session with shorter surveys before other learning sessions. The surveys were adapted from previously used surveys in other quality improvement programs. They included answers on a 5 item Likert scale and open-ended questions used for immediate programmatic management. The scaled questions were included in this analysis. Questions included: confidence in QI methods, leadership, teamwork, data use, peer-to-peer learning, motivation, and work environment using a Likert scale as well as presence of barriers to care such as knowledge, time, and resources.

### Change package {#Sec7}

Change ideas generated and tested by facility teams were captured by mentors using a QI tracking tool. Quantitative pre-post mean analysis of change in the targeted measure was used to identify successful change ideas for inclusion in the change package. During the Harvest Session, each team was asked to rank all tested change ideas using a priority matrix which included: potential impact on health outcomes; volume of patients affected; time to impact; feasibility; and level of other support required. Results of the quantitative analysis and qualitative ranking were used to generate district-wide lists of higher and lower ranked change ideas in each care domain to guide focus group discussions.

During the Harvest Session, one focus group discussion was conducted on each care domain - ANC, PNC and delivery care - with ABC participants in each district for a total of 6 focus group discussions. Discussions were used to capture feedback on the prioritized change ideas and lessons learned to inform future ABC program design and scale. Focus groups were conducted in Kinyarwanda and French using a standardized guide by a focus group facilitator and two note-takers. Follow-up structured debriefs of the facilitator and note takers were conducted by a qualitative expert to extract key themes of the discussions.

Analysis {#Sec8}
--------

### Collaborative implementation {#Sec9}

We assessed the fidelity and completeness of the ABC initiative implementation comparing key activities including mentor visit frequency, site participation and QI activities with the program design. Qualitative data on facilitators and challenges to ABC success were also collected through the focus groups described above.

### HCW attitudes and practice of quality improvement {#Sec10}

Learning session surveys were entered into a database using EpiInfo version 7.1.5. Individual surveys with \< 20% of questions completed were classified as incomplete and excluded. Likert scale questions responses were converted into dichotomous variables (4 or 5 versus \< 3). Descriptive statistics were used with significance testing using chi-squared or two-tailed t-tests to measure difference between the baseline (pre-learning session) and endpoint (Harvest Session) for dichotomous and continuous variables respectively. Missing responses to individual questions were excluded and results with a *p* \<  0.05 were considered significant. Quantitative analyses were conducted in Stata v14 (College Station, TX: StataCorp LP).

### Change package {#Sec11}

Quantitative success of QI projects was defined as significant change (p \<  0.05) from the mean facility baseline versus QI project endpoint for the targeted core indicator using two-tailed t-tests.

Qualitative success for QI projects was based on QI team priority matrix rankings of change ideas as noted above and on the thematic coding of the focus group discussions. Both deductive and inductive approaches were used to determine underlying themes. To reduce reporting bias, the codes extracted from the interviews were validated by an expert in ABC implementation (ABC mentor) and by an expert in qualitative analysis.

Qualitative and quantitative data were subsequently integrated to determine which QI projects and change ideas warranted inclusion in the change package using rules summarized in Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}.Table 2Rules for Determining Change Package InclusionRule 1: All QI projects (which may contain multiple change ideas) demonstrating significant, positive pre/post mean change are included in the change package.RULE 2: All QI projects that do not have data available for pre/post mean analysis (small 'n' or rare occurrence) but were identified through the priority matrix and subsequently verified by focus groups as important change ideas are included in the change package.RULE 3: QI projects which were identified by the priority matrix and focus group as high impact, but quantitative data is available and does not demonstrate impact are excluded from the change package.RULE 4: If there are QI projects (ANC, postnatal, delivery) that contain multiple change ideas, implemented simultaneously and leading to improvement in a core indicator, then qualitative data was used to determine the relative merits of the different change ideas introduced. If a given change idea was identified by focus group participants as low impact then this idea is excluded from the change package.

Results {#Sec12}
=======

During the collaboratives, learning sessions were conducted every 3--5 months with an average of 40 participants per session and 98% of all health facilities represented at each session. Each health facility received, on average, 0.76 mentorship visits per month (range 0.6--0.9), slightly less than the planned 1 visit per month. Clinical trainings were implemented on average every 12.5 months with \> 92% of facilities achieving the goal of retaining ≥2 trained nurses at the end of ABC (Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}).Table 3ABC Learning Collaborative vs Typical Learning Collaborative Implementation Comparison \[[@CR7], [@CR10], [@CR17]\]CharacteristicABC Learning collaborativeCommon Learning Collaborative Design ComponentsFocusNeonatal MortalitySingle clinical subject\# and type of Indicators addressed8 indicators focused on drivers of neonatal mortality1--9 indicators focused clinical subjectDuration of intervention18 months12--24 months\# people on QI team3--4 people3--7 peopleComposition of QI teamCommunity health worker, nurse, data manager\
+/−leadershipMulti-professional teamLearning Session Characteristics2 days1--3 days4 learnings sessions\
+ Harvest Session\> 2 sessionsEvery 3--5 monthsevery 4--6 monthsAverage % health facilities represented at all LS98%N/AAverage total \# LS attendees40.730-40peopleInclusion of Clinical Training or Skills Buildingevery 12.5 monthsnot standard% HC with at least 2 nurses trained in newborn training package\> 92% throughout collaborativenot standardFrequency of assessment for essential equipmentevery 3 monthsnot standardMentor Characteristicsnurses with QI trainingQI expertsAverage mentor visits per facility per month0.76 visits/monthMentoring should occur between Learning SessionsMonthly mentor visit contentQI project and QI skills mentorshipQI project and QI skills mentorship.Clinical skills mentorship and observation checklists for \[[@CR1]\] Labor and delivery \[[@CR2]\] neonatal care and/or \[[@CR3]\] postpartum carenot standardroutine equipment/commodities assessment and supportnot standard

HCW attitudes and practice of quality improvement {#Sec13}
-------------------------------------------------

Self-reported QI capacity increased significantly by the end of the collaborative. This included increase in self-rated QI knowledge (37% vs 89%, *p* \<  0.001), confidence (47% vs 89%, p \<  0.001) and leadership (59% vs 91%, p \<  0.001) (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). QI team members also reported an increase in being asked for advice to improve neonatal care at the health facility (64 to 93%, p \<  0.001).Table 4Results from Participant Survey Pre and Post Learning Collaborative^a,\ b^Pre-ABC LCPost-ABC LC*P*-valueNumber participants7167Percent rating QI Knowledge and Confidence 4 or 5 *scale 1 (little/none) to 5 (very/extremely)* QI Knowledge24/65 (37%)58/65 (89%)\<  0.001 Confidence in helping to improve quality at your clinic or department/district30/64 (47%)58/65 (89%)\< 0.001 Confidence in leading QI at your clinic34/58 (59%)61/67 (91%)\< 0.001Percent rating Leadership as very Interested in QI (scale *1 (not at all) to 3 (very interested)).* Facility management interest in measuring and improving quality for neonatal patients43/68 (63%)63/66 (95%)\< 0.001 Facility management interest in hearing ideas from you and other staff for QI?38/67 (57%)43/64 (67%)0.2Participant motivation at work (percent always or often) *(scale never, sometimes, often always)* My work is rewarding17/63 (29%)18/63 (27%)0.84 My work is stressful4/65 (6%)3/63 (5%)1.0 I feel emotionally drained by my work53/63 (84%)43/60 (72%)0.09 I feel isolated in my work4/66 (6%)0/64 (0%)1.0 I can help my clients62/65 (97%)65/67 (98%)0.62 I have confidence in my skills63/64 (98%)61/63 (97%)0.62 I am motivated to perform well in my job42/67 (63%)35/63 (55%)0.35Working Environment (percent very good or Excellent) *(scale poor, fair, good, very good, excellent)* Maternity/neonatal services at my clinic/hospital are excellent31/59 (53%)23/64 (36%)0.06 I have enough basic clinical equipment and supplies to provide good care and services to patients41/62 (66%)51/61 (84%)0.03 I have adequate support and information to help make clinical decisions53/67 (79%)41/57 (72%)0.35 There is enough space for me to be able to provide care for the patients and ensure privacy45/66 (68%)44/61 (72%)0.42 The clinic has a very good environment (friendliness, teamwork, respect, lack of chaos)44/63 (70%)47/63 (75%)0.79Peer to Peer learningN (% yes)N (% yes) Since the last LS, have you heard any ideas or asked for help from the other participating HC/hospitals?17/47 (36%)40/60 (66%)0.024Team work Have you been involved in activities that look at the quality of neonatal care and work to improve problems at your site?36/64 (56%)55/63 (87%)\< 0.001 Do staff members work together to improve quality of care for neonatal patients?59/63 (93%)61/64 (95%)0.72 Have you been asked for your input how to improve neonatal care?43/67 (64%)59/63 (93%)\< 0.001Data Utilization Have you seen or used any routine reports for measuring the quality of care?32/63 (50%)37/62 (59%)0.32Identified barriers to delivery of quality care at their site (Yes/No)*n* = 71*N* = 67 High number of patients29 (40%)34 (50%)0.24 Number of staff30 (42%)27 (40%)0.32 Social or economic problems in patients' lives (getting to clinic, food, etc)30 (42%)21 (31%)0.18 Training of staff28 (39%)14 (20%)0.018 Communication between providers and patients15 (21%)9 (13%)0.23 The staff does not work together as a team14 (19%)5 (7%)0.03 Complexity of care (severity of illness, complicated pregnancy, etc)8 (11%)5 (7%)0.56 Clinic flow7 (9%)6 (8%)0.86^a^ "Pre" data obtained at the start of the first learning session. "Post" data obtained at the start of the "Harvest Session"^b^ Missing data for a specific question were excluded

Other significant improvements included QI team member engagement in activities to measure the quality of neonatal care (56 to 87%, p \<  0.001) and peer-to-peer learning (36 to 66%, *p* = 0.024). Surveys showed no significant change in motivation at work or use of routine reports (50 to 59%, *p* = 0.32).

Reported leadership interest in measuring and improving quality of care increased during ABC (63 to 95%, p \<  0.001), although leadership interest in hearing health care worker input on QI remained unchanged (57 to 67% *p* = 0.2).

In addition to self-reported increases in peer collaboration, 61% of change concepts from the change package were implemented successfully by more than one facility. Focus group discussions revealed that the project also fostered intra-facility collaborations: "*through \[QI teams\] implementing their QI projects, it made more services within the health facilities develop their own projects."* This led to the spread of QI beyond ABC core indicators to lab services, pharmacy, vaccination, family planning and vitamin K administration.

Perception of availability of adequate equipment to provide care and services increased (66 to 84%, *p* = 0.03). However, although perception of training as a barrier improved (39 to 20% *p* = 0.018) the top four reported barriers to quality care delivery remained unchanged, including: high patient volume, inadequate staffing, socioeconomic challenges of patients, and staff training.

ABC change package {#Sec14}
------------------

Facilities initiated a total of 52 QI projects spanning all 3 care domains, testing 118 change ideas. Of the ideas tested, 63% were in ANC, 27% were in delivery management, and 10% were in PNC (Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}). Six of the eight core indicators were addressed. No projects explicitly address asphyxia (which was covered during clinical trainings) and due to changes in documentation, QI projects promoting placing newborns skin-to-skin with mothers immediately after delivery which were implemented early in ABC were not captured by mentors in the QI tracking templates. Forty-six (38.9%) change ideas were determined to be high impact through quantitative or qualitative criteria and were summarized into 17 change concepts for the change package (Table [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"}).Table 5Total QI Projects, Change Ideas and Care Domain Associated High Impact ThemesAntenatal Care^a^Delivery CarePostnatal CareN (%) QI Projects^b^23 (44%)17 (33%)12 (23%)N (%) Change Ideas^c^74 (63%)32 (27%)12 (10%)Change package associate themes Integration of services✔✔✔ Teamwork & communication✔✔✔ Mentorship & Clinical Teaching✔✔✔ Data utilization✔✔✔ Importance of leadership✔✔ Essential equipment✔✔^**a**^ Check mark indicates theme coded focus group debrief^b^ QI Project: Goal set for improvement in targeted care area^c^Change Idea: Specific intervention planned to achieve QI Project goalTable 6All Babies Count Change PackageQuality Indicator TargetedCare GapChange ConceptRelated Qualitative theme from focus groupsFacilities successfully implementingQI PROJECT: IMPROVING ANTENATAL CARE SERVICES (\# Facilities attempting n = 23) 4 Antenatal care visitsLow 4 ANC visit completion because women miss 1st ANC appointmentTest women for pregnancy in all departments and transfer for ANC enrollment or same day ANC care if pregnant.Integration of services\
Teamwork & Communic-ation7Low community awareness of importance of ANC visitsIncrease community awareness of ANC importance by educating women in waiting rooms of the health facilityTeamwork & Communic-ation2Engage health center leadership to provide ANC care and demonstrate importance of ANC to the community.Importance of Leadership1Engage community leadership to help CHWs emphasize the importance of antenatal care in monthly community meetingsImportance of Leadership1Health Centers too far for women to reachDecentralize ANC services to Health Posts on a regular basis4No mechanism to follow up women who miss appointmentsMake (a) a filing system of medical records or (b) a register modification to facilitate identification of women who miss appointments for outreach by CHWsTeamwork & Communica-tion3No mechanism to remind women of up-coming appointmentsHave CHWs remind women who have upcoming appointments.Teamwork & Communica-tion1Women cannot attend ANC clinic on the day offeredOffer ANC care at the health center more frequently (ranges from 2 times per week to daily) and at times that coordinate with community activities (such as market day)4Women don't come for ANC because partner is not available.See women for 1st ANC and send her with invitation for her partner to attend following visitMentorship &Training2QI PROJECT: IMPROVING DELIVERY CARE SERVICES (\# Facilities attempting n = 17) Time to C-section (District Hospitals only)Poor communication and coordination between maternity and neonatal servicesSet aside a regularly scheduled time for collaboration between neonatal and maternity servicesTeamwork & Communication2 Appropriate administration of steroids & antibiotics for preterm labor managementLow case identification of women in active preterm laborDefine scope of problem at health center by comparing preterm infants recorded versus women in preterm labor identifiedData utilization5Refresher trainings for staff on calculation of gestational age and management of PPROM in order to improve recognition of labor complications & managementMentorship & Training4Medical Staff forget that steroids and/or antibiotics may be indicated in preterm birthModify existing maternity registers to prompt appropriate managementIntegration of services\
Teamwork & Communication2Antibiotics not given because not availableHave nurses proactively checking on supply of steroids available.Essential equipment1Facility-based deliveryWomen not deliver at the facility because inadequate anticipatory planningAssist mothers with anticipatory planning of items to have prepared to bring for delivery at their 3rd ANC appointmentTeamwork & Communication1QI PROJECT: IMPROVING POSTNATAL CARE SERVICES (\# Facilities attempting n = 12) Checking infants for Danger Signs within 24 hoursLow maternal knowledge & nurse vigilance in checking for neonatal danger signsMake checking for danger signs part of the maternity register and assign the filling of the register as a daily nursing responsibly to prompt staff to educate the mother and check the newborn for Danger SignsIntegration of services5Short hospital stays (often same day discharge) preclude staff from checking danger signsWhen women come to get child's BCG vaccination makes sure they are also screened for neonatal danger signsIntegration of services1

Successful change concepts included improving access to and convenience of ANC services, improving community engagement and awareness of ANC service importance, and leadership engagement. Interventions targeting delivery included improving coordination of care to reduce time to caesarian section, preterm labor management included refresher trainings, collaborations with pharmacy to ensure stock of necessary medications and gestational age calculation training and verification. QI projects focused on PNC included danger sign recognition within 24 h of delivery and return for postnatal check-up after discharge. Successful PNC change concepts included patient register modification to act as a clinical reminder for HCW to check mother-baby dyad and integration of postnatal check-ups into routine vaccination services. Participants identified areas which could not be addressed by the ABC scope such as "*retaining patients for 72 hours* \[for PNC care\] *was difficult and unsuccessful because of high volume of patients. They don't have enough rooms, staff, or beds."*

Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"} describes six general themes of high impact projects identified by focus group participants. One theme was the importance of the integration of services. For example, an intervention to improve ANC visit attendance was reported as working well because it "*integrate\[d\] the tracking of women who tested positive for pregnancy when they came in to other services."* Similarly, PNC service attendance was improved by taking a "*strategy to attract more mothers* \[to post-natal services by getting\] *them when they came for vaccination clinics."* Projects were noted to be more sustainable when there was integration, "*\... between health system, local leaders and community health workers."*

Teamwork and communication were also identified as important themes for success across all care domains. "\[*Teamwork*\] *helps make a project be successful. Working together and learning from each other are what make projects successful."* Leadership support emerged as another key element to high impact project implementation with debriefs mentioning that "*Local leadership collaboration allowed for QI projects to be successful."* Integrated clinical and QI mentorship were also identified as important facilitators of high impact QI projects. "*The mentors would come to health facilities while they worked and correct them on the job. They would see where they needed more tools or supplies...this would keep the participants active and working on their QI projects."*

Clinical training where the "*staff gained skills through (ABC) to implement QI projects"* on key practices between or during learning sessions was also reported as valuable. Availability of essential equipment was also noted to be key to the success, as "*equipment and materials were a problem at in the beginning of the QI projects but then they received the materials from ABC".* Finally, participants reported the importance of data utilization to QI efforts "*\[the ability to do\] data monitoring in order to track their progress in implementation"* was key to the execution of high impact projects.

Discussion {#Sec15}
==========

The ABC initiative successfully integrated clinical and QI mentorship with a learning collaborative and targeted training and equipment support designed to improve newborn care in district health care facilities in rural Rwanda. ABC was implemented with strong fidelity and acceptability to participants, resulting in wide-spread QI activities at the health center and district hospital levels. The initiative also increased district-wide QI capacity and peer-to-peer learning. The program success was accomplished by engaging individuals and teams through mentorship and learning sessions to improve individuals' and system's ability to create, implement and spread QI projects across the district.

Our finding that a multi-faceted intervention centered around a learning collaborative was an effective model in building QI capacity and practice improvement was similar to Franco's findings from a review of learning collaboratives in resource limited settings \[[@CR5]\]. Quality delivery of evidence-based interventions is dependent on healthcare worker skills and availability of supplies, especially in resource limited settings \[[@CR19]--[@CR21]\]. However, studies have found that addressing facility readiness in isolation does not lead to improved delivery of high quality care. ABC's explicit attention to essential equipment at the start of the project and baseline training in essential care practices to address potential barriers of knowledge and skills was identified as contributing to the successful implementation and acceptability of ABC in addition to the ongoing mentoring and QI. These findings emphasize the importance of comprehensive interventions, such as ABC, which have the ability to address facility readiness as well as continuous learning through on-going training and effective supportive supervision or mentoring \[[@CR22]--[@CR26]\].

The success of ABC in building QI capacity was evident in the reported increase in QI confidence and the range and scope of change ideas implemented. Additionally, work to increase data use for performance measurement, a key step of PDSA cycles, was emphasized in some of the change ideas. For example, maternity and neonatal registers were compared to identify cases of inadequate preterm labor screening, and stock checks for essential medications were integrated into routine activities.

Change packages generated through collaboratives are an important product for spreading change \[[@CR27]\]. However, there is little consistency or description of how change packages are created \[[@CR6]\] with previous collaboratives in LMIC settings describing a range of methods. *Project Fives Alive!* in Ghana took a strictly quantitative approach using run chart rules \[[@CR28]\]. Others, such as projects supported by the USAID ASSIST \[[@CR12], [@CR29], [@CR30]\] describe a more mixed-methods approach to change package creation. We chose a mixed-methods approach to incorporate front line HCWs and identify projects which may not be seen through quantitative analysis, but which were feasible, high impact and applicable to the setting. This addition of qualitative data was particularly relevant when events were rare so statistical significance was unlikely to be reached, yet had potentially critical impact on patient outcomes (i.e. antibiotics for prolonged rupture of membranes), or the number of data points too few to use run charts or statistical process control charts, other methods commonly used in QI \[[@CR31]\].

Our study had a number of limitations. Changes in capacity and peer-to-peer learning were solely based on HCW self-report. We also could not analyze change at the individual level since some providers' attending of the learning sessions changes over time due to staff turnover. We also did not have any counterfactual evidence, so could not prove that changes in QI capacity and activities were due to the ABC intervention nor which components of ABC were most important in driving those changes. However, we do know that no other independent neonatal-focused or other QI initiatives were newly active in the districts during ABC.

The quality of the data and documentation likely improved over the course of ABC implementation, potentially contributing to some of the measured improvement associated with change ideas. We also did not have sufficient data subgroups at the change idea level for the application of run chart rules. Therefore, we used pre-post means of project level measures and included qualitative assessment of change ideas. Impact on quality and cost-effectiveness are not included and will be published separately.

Conclusion {#Sec16}
==========

Incorporating clinical mentorship and facility readiness support in the targeted areas into district-wide learning collaboratives was a feasible and effective strategy to support the development of a culture and capacity for QI in rural districts in Rwanda. Including evaluation of implementation contributed to the ability to proceed with scale-up of the intervention including timely application of the change package in Rwanda. Final analysis of ABC impact on care outcomes and sustainability one year post-ABC is underway.

ABC

:   All Babies Count

ANC

:   Antenatal Care

HCW

:   Healthcare Worker

HMIS

:   Health Management Information System

MOH

:   Ministry of Health

PNC

:   Postnatal Care

QI

:   Quality Improvement

We would like to thank the dedicated mentors without whom this work would not have been possible and the health care providers whose dedication to improving the care and lives of the women and children in their districts is inspirational. We would also like to thank the Institute for Healthcare Improvement and the Ghana Project Fives Alive staff for their advice and input during the design phase.

Funding {#FPar1}
=======

This work was supported by a grant from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Africa Health Initiative and Partners In Health/Inshuti Mu Buzima. The funder (Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Africa Health Initiative) had no role in the design of the study and collection, analysis, and interpretation of data and in writing the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials {#FPar2}
==================================

The data that support the findings of this study are available from Partners in Health but restrictions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under license for the current study, and so are not publicly available. Data are however available from the authors upon reasonable request and with permission of Partners in Health.

JW, LRH, SN, and FB interpreted and analyzed quantitative and qualitative data associated with this study. JW, FB, HM, LRH, EN, CM, MA, SN, MN, and DT participated in key design, implementation and data collection associated with ABC. JW, FB, LRH and HM were major contributors to writing of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate {#FPar3}
==========================================

The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Brigham and Women's Hospital Boston, MA and the Rwanda National Ethics Committee Kigali, Rwanda. All participants completed written informed consent.

Consent for publication {#FPar4}
=======================

Not applicable.

Competing interests {#FPar5}
===================

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher's Note {#FPar6}
================

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.
